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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Request for continued examination 
filed 7/26/2004 and amended drawings filed 10/18/2004. 

2. Claims 1-40 are pending in the case. Claims 1 , 12, 23, and 32 are independent 
claims. Claims 1, 10-12, 23, 24, 32, and 33 have been amended. 

Oath/Declaration 

The Oath/Declaration does not identify the citizenship of each inventor. The application 
is missing the citizenship of the fifth inventor. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

4. Claims 1 -4, 6-8, 1 0, 1 2-1 5, 1 7-1 9, 21 , 23-28, 31 -37, and 40 remain rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 
6,356,903, filed on December 30, 1998) in view of Danneels (US Patent Number 
6,038,598, filed on February 23, 1998). 

Regarding independent claim 1, Baxter et al. discloses a method of using a 
template to generate and update web pages based on specified trigger events (call with 
argument) that occur before a client requests a page (column 7, lines 16-21, and 
column 9, lines 28-33 of Baxter et al.). The web page is then stored as two parts, an 
outline and a template (including trigger events). These parts are then combined when 
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a client requests the page (column 1 , 46-50 of Baxter et al.). Baxter et al. does not 
disclose storing the page as one part in a table or storing an additional page based on 
an update trigger call. 

However, Danneels discloses a method in which multiple completed dynamic 
pages are stored in a database (table) that are mapped to a single URL (filename), 
while the pages are mapped to a single URL, they are actually addressed at separate 
unique URLs. The condition depicting their generation and what would cause them to 
be accessed is contained within the database and associated with each version of the 
page in the URL (column 1, line 14-column 3, line 35 of Danneels). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have 
combined the method of Baxter et al. for generating pages with the method of Danneels 
for storing and organizing the use of pages because it would have allowed for pages to 
be preloaded that satisfy different conditions that are transparently mapped to a single 
URL (i.e. different times of day). 

Regarding dependent claim 2, Baxter et al. discloses a method of generating a 
web page using a template in which executable content (i.e. CGI script) is handled via 
execution and a result is returned upon completion of execution in the form of HTML 
code (character string) (column 5, line 37-column 6, line 1 1 of Baxter et al.). 

Regarding dependent claims 3 and 4, Baxter et al. discloses a method of 
handling the executable code within a dynamically generated web page using triggers 
and an application services procedure (column 5, lines 64-67-column 6, lines 1-2 of 
Baxter et aL). Immediate executable code will be run when a page is generated. The 
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use of triggers would cause delayed executable code to be converted and executed 
upon the occurrence of a trigger event. 

Regarding dependent claim 6, Baxter et al. discloses a method of using 
triggers to cause a page update that may be defined as driven by a date, time, change 
in data, or other events (column 15, lines 10-25 of Baxter et al.). 

Regarding dependent claim 7, Baxter et al. does not disclose the use of an 
"update flag" in response to data update events. However, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art that the use of a flag is a programming method that 
adds nothing to functionality of the triggers already disclosed by Baxter et al. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have used an update flag in the method disclosed by 
Baxter et al. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art because the use of 
flags is just one of many ways to operate triggers. 

Regarding dependent claim 8, Baxter et al. disclose a method in which the web 
page will continually update based on the set triggers regardless of when the page is 
requested by a client (column 12, lines 23-27 of Baxter et al.). 

Regarding dependent claim 10, Baxter et al. discloses a method in which the 
pages are generated, updated, and stored on a server (column 5, lines 1-3 of Baxter et 
al.). 

Regarding independent claim 12 and dependent claims 13-15, 17-19, and 

21, these claims contain substantially similar subject matter as claims 1-4, 6-8, and 10. 
In addition to this, Baxter et al. teaches a method of page generation to be applied in 
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the embodiment of a system (column 4, lines 10-12 of Baxter et al.). Thus, the claims 
are rejected along the same rationale as claims 1-4, 6-8, and 10. 

Regarding independent claim 23, Baxter et al. discloses a method of using a 
template to generate and update web pages based on specified trigger events (call with 
argument) that occur before a client requests a page (column 7, lines 16-21, and 
column 9, lines 28-33 of Baxter et al.). The web page is then stored as two parts, an 
outline and a template (including trigger events). These parts are then combined when 
a client requests the page (column 1 , 46-50 of Baxter et al.). Baxter et al. does not 
disclose storing the page as one part in a table or storing an additional page based on 
an update trigger call. 

However, Danneels discloses a method in which multiple completed dynamic 
pages are stored in a database (table) that are mapped to a single URL (filename), 
while the pages are mapped to a single URL, they are actually addressed at separate 
unique URLs. It is determined whether a page is a part of a set (an existing URL) or a 
new page (new URL) The condition depicting their generation and what would cause 
them to be accessed is contained within the database and associated with each version 
of the page in the URL (column 1 , line 14-column 3, line 35 of Danneels). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the method of Baxter et al. for generating pages with the method of 
Danneels for storing and organizing the use of pages because it would have allowed for 
pages to be preloaded that satisfy different conditions that are transparently mapped to 
a single URL (i.e. different times of day). 
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Regarding dependent claim 25, Baxter et al. discloses a method of using a 
template to generate and update web pages based on specified trigger events, which 
determine if there is need for an update before a client requests a page (column 7, lines 
16-21 , and column 9, lines 28-33 of Baxter et al.). 

Regarding dependent claims 26 and 27, Baxter et al. discloses a method of 
handling the executable code within a dynamically generated web page using triggers 
and an application services procedure (column 5, lines 64-67-column 6, lines 1-2 of 
Baxter et al.). Immediate executable code will be run when a page is generated. The 
use of triggers would cause delayed executable code to be converted and executed 
upon the occurrence of a trigger event. 

Regarding dependent claim 28, Baxter et al. discloses a method of using 
triggers to cause a page update that may be defined as driven by a date, time, change 
in data, or other events (column 15, lines 10-25 of Baxter et al.). 

Regarding dependent claim 31, Baxter et al. discloses a method in which the 
pages are generated, updated, and stored on a server (column 5, lines 1-3 of Baxter et 
al.). 

Regarding independent claim 32 and dependent claims 33-37 and 40, the 

claims incorporate substantially similar subject matter as claims 23-28 and 31. Thus, 
the claims are rejected along the same rationale as claims 23-28 and 31 . 

5. Claims 5 and 16 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 1998) in view of 
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Danneels (US Patent Number 6,038,598, filed on February 23, 1998) as applied to 
claim 4 above, and further in view of Slade (US Patent Number 6,269,275, filed on 
March 31, 1998). 

Regarding dependent claim 5, Baxter et al. does not disclose a method of 
incorporating user information into the generated page. However, Slade discloses a 
method in which customized presentations are updated periodically (column 3, lines 6- 
10 of Slade). During the operation of this method user profile information is gathered by 
a computer for use in the customization in the generation of presentations (column 4, 
lines 41 -45 of Slade). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
used the method of Slade to incorporate user information in the customization in the 
method of Baxter. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to do 
this because it would have allowed for further personalization of the dynamically 
generated pages. 

Regarding dependent claim 16, this claim contains substantially similar subject 
matter as claim 5. In addition to this, Baxter et al. teaches a method of page generation 
to be applied in the embodiment of a system (column 4, lines 10-12 of Baxter et al.). 
Thus, the claim is rejected along the same rationale as claim 5. 

6. Claims 9, 20, 29, and 38 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 
1998) in view of Danneels (US Patent Number 6,038,598, filed on February 23, 1998) 
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as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of the Microsoft Press Computer 
Dictionary (published by Microsoft Press in 1997). 

Regarding dependent claim 9, Baxter et al. does not disclose a method of 
storing the generated web page on a proxy server. However, the Microsoft Press 
Computer Dictionary contains this definition of a proxy server: A proxy server can 
improve performance by supplying frequently requested data, such as a popular web 
page... (page 387 of Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
used a proxy server to store the web page generated in the method of Baxter et al. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because it was common 
practice in the art to use proxy servers to provide access to web pages. 

Regarding dependent claim 20, this claim contains substantially similar subject 
matter as claim 9. In addition to this, Baxter et al. teaches a method of page generation 
to be applied in the embodiment of a system (column 4, lines 10-12 of Baxter et al.). 
Thus, the claim is rejected along the same rationale as claim 9. 

Regarding dependent claim 29, Baxter et al. does not disclose a method of 
storing the generated web page on a proxy server. However, the Microsoft Press 
Computer Dictionary contains this definition of a proxy server: A proxy server can 
improve performance by supplying frequently requested data, such as a popular web 
page... (page 387 of Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
used a proxy server to store the web page generated in the method of Baxter et al. It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because it was common 
practice in the art to use proxy servers to provide access to web pages. 

Regarding dependent claim 38, the claim incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as claim 29. Thus, the claim is rejected along the same rationale as 
claim 29. 

7. Claims 1 1 , 22, 30, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Baxter et al. (US Patent Number 6,356,903, filed on December 30, 
1998) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Nguyen (US Patent Application 
Publication Number 2002/0147788, filed on September 13, 1996). 

Regarding dependent claim 11, Baxter et al. does not disclose the use of his 
method on a client site. However, Nguyen discloses a method of preloading web pages 
in which the client site makes requests to a server based on a page it already has 
loaded (page 2, paragraph 30, lines 7-12 of Nguyen). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
operated the method of Baxter et al. on the client site as taught by Nguyen. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because it would have allowed the 
method to be operated in a larger variety of locations. 

Regarding dependent claim 22, this claim contains substantially similar subject 
matter as claim 11. In addition to this, Baxter et al. teaches a method of page 
generation to be applied in the embodiment of a system (column 4, lines 10-12 of 
Baxter et al.). Thus, the claim is rejected along the same rationale as claim 1 1 . 
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Regarding dependent claim 30, Baxter et al. does not disclose the use of his 
method on a client site. However, Nguyen discloses a method of preloading web pages 
in which the client site makes requests to a server based on a page it already has 
loaded (page 2, paragraph 30, lines 7-12 of Nguyen). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
operated the method of Baxter et al. on the client site as taught by Nguyen. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art because it would have allowed the 
method to be operated in a larger variety of locations. 

Regarding dependent claim 39, the claim incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as claim 30. Thus, the claim is rejected along the same rationale as 
claim 30. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 7/26/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding arguments on pages 14-19, regarding the amended limitations of the 
independent claims dealing with unique filenames/URLs, the examiner contends that 
the rejection as presented in this action teaches the limitations of the claims. Applicant 
argues that the Danneels reference does not disclose this reference because the web 
page sets of Danneels are all mapped to a single URL. While this is correct, it does not 
teach away from the claims. Mapping is not the same as storing, the web page sets of 
Danneels are all stored as unique URLs, however in order to make the invention of 
Danneels functionally transparent to the user, which is believed to be an advantage 
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rather than a disadvantage. The multiple unique URLs are mapped to a single URL so 
that the user may access the correct dynamic page by simply going to the single 
mapped URL which then provides access to whichever unique URL is correct given the 
current situation and the dynamic web page arguments and page generation 
calls(column 1, line 14-column 3, line 35 of Danneels). The unique URLs contain the 
arguments within the URL itself, for instance "d1" and tl d2" contained in the examples 
shown at the bottom of Column 2, in Danneels show that the web page sets at these 
URLs were designed based on the arguments/constraints referenced by "d1" and "d2\ 
thus are separate pages that may be presented to the user based on the current 
conditions. 

Regarding arguments on pages 15-16, regarding how web page data is stored as 
taught by Baxter, the examiner contends that the rejection of the limitations dealing with 
this idea remain proper. Applicant argues that the web page data in Baxter is stored as 
separate components. The examiner agrees with the applicant on this point, however 
that does not change the fact that in Baxter the page is generated and stored to be 
presented to the user upon request, regardless of how the page is physically stored it 
still exists as a previously generated web page (column 7, lines 16-21, and column 9, 
lines 28-33 of Baxter et al.), at least as currently defined by the applicant's claimed 
invention. In addition to this, it is important to note that web pages in general are stored 
as a set of components, for instance in the applicants figures (Figures 15 and 16) the 
result web page shown contains an image, but when the HTML code is viewed for such 
a web page the web page will merely contain a link to said image which is stored as a 
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separate component. There is not evidence in the applicant's specification to the 
contrary, at which point it would lead the examiner to believe that a finished web page is 
stored as a set of components. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed. to Joshua D. Campbell whose telephone number is (571) 
272-4133. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (7:30 AM - 4:00 PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571 ) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). f\ f 
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